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COMMENTS ON MODIFIED PROPOSAL OF THE COALITION FOR

AFFORDABLE LOCAL AND LONG DISTANCE SERVICES

Operator Communications, Inc. d/b/a Oncor Communications, Inc. ("OCI"), by its

attorneys, hereby submits its comments on the modified proposal of the Coalition for Affordable

Local and Long Distance Services ("CALLS").

In July 1999, CALLS - a coalition comprised of several major incumbent local exchange

carriers and interexchange carriers - filed with the Commission a proposal to reform access

charge pricing and universal service support,l In general terms, the CALLS plan, as originally

proposed, included an explicit and portable universal service support mechanism, consolidation

and ostensible simplification of the manner in which loop costs are recovered, and reductions in

usage-based switched access charges. OCI is an interexchange carrier which serves primarily a

discrete market niche - 0+ calling from public telephones. In evaluating the CALLS proposal,

OCI focused its attention on how the plan, if implemented, would impact the pay telephone

1 Members of the CALLS coalition include AT&T, Bell Atlantic, BellSouth, GTE, Sprint and
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segment of the interexchange market. GCI concluded that the CALLS proposal could achieve

the public interest benefits touted by its proponents and could alleviate a longstanding inequity in

the treatment of pay telephone services with one relatively minor clarification.

Specifically, GCI submitted comments on the CALLS proposal in which it expressed its

conditional support for the plan. Its support was conditioned on the Commission using the

opportunity presented by the CALLS proposal to clarify that pay telephone access lines should

be treated as single line business lines rather than multiline business lines for purposes of the

Presubscribed Interexchange Carrier Charge (PICC).2 Since the advent ofPICC charges in 1998,

most incumbent local exchange carriers have taken the liberty of treating all pay telephone access

lines as multiline business lines for PICC purposes, notwithstanding the absence of any language

contained in any Commission order or any rule which justifies that treatment. As a result, PICC

charges at the multiline business line rate have been assessed on the presubscribed 0+ carriers. 3

Questions of PICC charge levels and applicability for pay telephone access lines have

been before the Commission since 1998.4 To date, the Commission has not acted on those issues

and incumbent LECs continue to assess PICC charges on 0+ carriers serving pay telephones at

the multiline business line PICC rate. The original CALLS proposal would combine the

Subscriber Line Charge and PICC for residential lines and single line business lines. The

combined charge would be assessed on the end user directly. If the Commission were to use the

2 Comments of Oncor Communications, Inc. on Notice ofProposed Rulemaking and Request for
Clarification, filed November 12, 1999.

3 The multiline business line PICC rate is as high as $4.31 per month.

4~ Public Notice - COmmission Seeks Comment of Specific Questions Related to Assessment
of Presubscribed Interexchan~e Carrier Charges on Public Payphone Lines, 13 FCC Rcd 9333
(1998).
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CALLS proposal proceeding to clarify that pay telephone access lines are to be treated as single

line business lines for PICC purposes, the anomalies and adverse consequences noted by OCI

and others in this proceeding would be alleviated.5 Moreover, as noted by OCI, the financial

impact of that recommendation on incumbent LECs would be de minimis. With the important

clarification sought by GCI, the inequity noted by GCI and others in comments on the May 1998

public notice would be eliminated. No longer would interexchange carriers serving pay

telephones on a 0+ basis be required to pay monthly PICC charges as high as $4.31 per month

irrespective of whether those pay telephones generated any 0+ interstate calls, let alone enough

calls to generate revenues sufficient to cover the monthly PICCo Instead, as with residential and

other single line business lines, the portion of loop costs heretofore recovered through PICC

would be recovered from the cost causative payphone line subscribers.

Although OCI addressed this issue extensively in its initial comments, not one

commenting party objected to OCI's proposed condition or even questioned it. Thus, when OCI

learned that the CALLS coalition was planning to submit a revised proposal responsive to

concerns articulated by commenting parties, OCI was hopeful that the revised proposal would

address the pay telephone PICC question. Unfortunately, that is not the case.

On March 8, 2000, CALLS submitted to the Commission a revised version of its proposal

along with a memorandum in support of the revised p1an.6 Among the features of the modified

5 One Call Communications d/b/a Opticom also submitted comments supporting the CALLS
proposal conditioned on clarification that payphone access lines would be treated as single line
business lines for PICC purposes.

6 By public notice issued March 8, the Commission invited comment on the revised plan. ~
Public Notice - Coalition for Affordable Local and Lon~ Distance Services (CALLS) Modified
Proposal CC Docket No. 96-262. CC Docket No. 94-1. CC Docket No. 99-249. CC Docket No.
96-45. Pleadin~ Cycle Established, DA 00-533.
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CALLS proposal is a reduction in the combined SLCIPICC to be assessed on residential and

single line business lines. According to CALLS, "most consumers" will see their combined SLC

and PICC pass through charges fall.? CALLS also states that it has modified its plan to respond

to issues raised by commenters and Commission staff in this proceeding.8

While many consumers may experience reductions in combined SLC and PICC pass

through charges, consumers of pay telephone services will not benefit from the CALLS

proposals. So long as LECs persist it assessing PICC charges at the multiline business line rate

on 0+ carriers from pay telephones, those carriers either will have to absorb those charges or seek

to recover them from consumers. Unlike a presubscribed 1+ carrier serving a residential or

business phone, a carrier providing 0+ service from pay telephones has no practical ability to

impose a monthly PICC pass through charge on end users. By definition, end users of services

from pay phones are "casual callers," that is, they have no pre-existing relationship with the

carrier serving the pay phone on a 0+ basis. In its reply comments on the initial CALLS

proposal, OCI explained that even after implementing tariff revisions to eliminate non-revenue

producing pay telephone locations from its subscriber base, it would still need to impose a charge

of $4.32 per completed interstate call merely to recover PICC charges assessed on it at current

multiline business line PICC levels.9

? Memorandum in Support of the Reyised Plan of the Coalition for Affordable Local and Long
Distance Service, at 3 (CALLS Revised Plan Memorandum).

9 Reply Comments of Oncor Communications, Inc., filed December 3, 1999, at 4.
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Stated simply, the CALLS coalition's rhetoric about consumer benefits, rate reductions

and benefits for companies investing to compete in telecommunications,lo rings hollow for that

segment of the industry which provides service from payphones and for consumers of those

services. Indeed, those carriers and their customers will be left behind if the CALLS proposal is

implemented without the important clarifying conditions recommended by OCI and by Opticom.

Whether or not CALLS considered the stated concerns of some commenters, it certainly did not

respond to the stated concerns of all commenters. ll

Further, OCI's concern that the CALLS proposal, absent the clarification sought by OCI,

will not benefit consumers of public telecommunications services (i.e., calling services from pay

telephones) has been exacerbated by a March 29, 2000 ex parte submission filed by members of

the CALLS coalition. 12 That letter makes certain commitments intended to respond to concerns

about the revised proposal which had been articulated by various consumer groups. While the

March 29 letter commits the ILEC members of the CALLS coalition participating in a

proceeding to address possible consolidation of universal service charges into a unified

percentage of consumer bills, and to refraining from imposing universal service charges on

Lifeline customers, the CALLS coalition remains silent - as it has throughout this proceeding -

on the adverse consumer impacts which the plan will have on prices for payphone calling

services unless the treatment of payphone access lines for PICC purposes is addressed. The

10 CALLS Revised Plan Memorandum, at 3.

11 Prior to the filing of the revised CALLS proposal, counsel for OCI attempted to contact the
CALLS coalition's counsel to elicit whether CALLS planned to address the pay phone PICC
issue in the revised proposal. Its efforts to contact counsel were unsuccessful.

12 ~ Letter to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, from Kathleen M. H. Wallman, Strategic
Consulting, LLC, filed March 29,2000.
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potential to further increase prices for payphone calling may actually become heightened under

the proposal. As noted in the March 29, 2000 letter, the revised plan calls for further increases in

the multiline business line PICC to offset reductions in Subscriber Line Charges.13 The specter

of increased PICC rate levels for multiline business lines makes it all the more imperative that

any Commission approval of a proposal like the CALLS proposal be conditioned on a

requirement that 0+ providers of services from public payphones not be subject to PICC charges

at the multiline business line rate. Inevitably, such added costs on providers of service from

payphones will drive the price of payphone calling beyond the reach of many consumers,

including lower income consumers who often are most reliant on public telephones for much of

their communications needs. With the advent of wireless services available and used by many

middle and upper income consumers, today payphone calling service is of primary importance to

those consumers who do not use wireless services and who often do not have their own

residential service. Those consumers too should enjoy the pricing benefits which will follow

access reform like that contemplated by the CALLS proposal. Unfortunately, unless the CALLS

proposal is implemented in a manner which includes payphone calling services within the plan,

those consumers will be left outside of the resulting reform in consumer prices for

telecommunications services.

In comments filed earlier in this proceeding, OCI indicated that the CALLS proposal, if

appropriately conditioned to clarify that pay telephone access lines are to be treated as single line

business lines, could achieve the consumer and other public interest benefits articulated by the

13~ CALLS Revised Plan Memorandum, supra, at n. 8 and Section 2.1.2.2.3 of the Revised
Plan.
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CALLS coalition. Despite the failure of the CALLS coalition to respond to that concern in its

revised plan, OCI continues to believe that such a clarification would be appropriate.

Accordingly, OCI reiterates its previously-stated view that the Commission should

condition any approval of the CALLS proposal on a requirement that pay telephone access lines

be classified as single line business lines under the proposal and that the PICC charge heretofore

imposed on pay telephone lines be combined with the SLC and assessed directly upon location

providers. 14

Respectfully submitted,

OPERATOR COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
d/b/a ONCOR COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

~L#~?)
/ .
MItchell F. Brecher
GREENBERG TRAURIG, LLP
800 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20006
(202) 331-3100

Its Attorneys

April 3, 2000

14 The simple change proposed by OCI could be codified at Section 69.153 of the Commission's
Rules (47 C.F.R.§ 69.153). OCI suggests insertion ofa subsection (c) to the revised version of
that rule appended to CALLS' revised proposal. Subsection 3 would state as follows:

(c) For purposes of this rule, access lines associated with public telephones shall be
considered to be single line business lines.

7



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Melodie Kate, a secretary in the law finn of Greenberg Traurig, certify that on the 3rd

day of April, 2000, I have caused to be served by hand delivery, a true copy of the foregoing
Comments on Modified Proposal of the Coalition for Affordable Local and Long Distance
Services to the following:

Wanda Harris
Common Carrier Bureau
Competitive Pricing Division
The Portals, Room 5-A207
445 Twelfth Street, S.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20554

International Transcription Service, Inc.
The Portals
Room CY-B400
445 Twelfth Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Honorable William E. Kennard, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 Twelfth Street, S.W., Room 8-B201
Washington, D.C. 20554

Honorable Susan Ness Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 Twelfth Street, S.W., Room 8-Bl15
Washington, D.C. 20554

Lawrence E. Stricking
Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 Twelfth Street, S.W., Room 5-B303
Washington, D.C. 20554

Wayne V. Black*
C. Douglas Jarrett

Keller and Heckman LLP
1001 G Street, N.W., Suite 500 West
Washington, D.C. 20001

Honorable Harold Furchtgott-Roth Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 Twelfth Street, S.W., Room 8-A302
Washington, D.C. 20554

Honorable Michael K. Powell Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 Twelfth Street, S.W., Room 8-A204
Washington, D.C. 20554

Honorable Gloria Tristani, Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 Twelfth Street, S.W., Room 8-A302
Washington, D.C. 20554

Jane E. Jackson
Chief, Competitive Pricing Division
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 Twelfth Street, S.W., 5-A207
Washington, D.C. 20554

L. Marie Guillory*
Daniel Mitchell
National Telephone Cooperative Association
4121 Wilson Blvd., lOth Floor
Arlington, VA 22203

Michael J. Ettner*
General Services Administration
1800 F Street, N.W., Room 4002
Washington, D.C. 20405



John T. Nakahata*
Evan R. Graye*r
Harris, Wiltshire & Grannis LLP
1200 Eighteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

James S. Blaszak*
Levine, Blaszak, Block & Boothby LLP
2001 L Street, NW, Suite 900
Washington, DC 20036

Susan M. Gately*
Economic Consultant
Economics and Technology, Inc.
One Washington Mall
Boston, Massachusetts 02108

Cheryl A. Tritt*
Frank W. Krogh
Morrison & Foerster LLP
2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 5500
Washington, D.C. 20006-18888

Brian R. Moir*
Moir & Hardman
1828 L Street, N.W., Suite 901
Washington, D.C. 20036-5117

Peter Arth, Jr. *
Lionel B. Wilson
Ellen S. Levine
California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Laurie Papas*
Deputy Public Counsel
Texas Office of Public Utility Counsel
1701 N. Congress Avenue, Suite 9-180
Austin, TX 78701

Gene Kimmelman*
Consumers Union (Washington D.C.)
1666 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20009

Charles C. Hunter*
Catherine M. Hannan*
Hunter Communications Law Group
1620 I Street, N.W., Suite 701
Washington, D.C. 20006

W. Kenneth Ferree*
Goldberg, Godles, Wiener & Wright
1229 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Christopher 1. White, Esq.*
Blossom A. Peretz, Esq.
Ratepayer Advocate
Division of the Ratepayer Advocate
31 Clinton Street - 11 th Floor
Newark, NJ 07101

Thomas A. Pajda, Alfred G. Richter, Jr.,
Roger K. Toppins ,Michael J. Zpevak*
SBC COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
One Bell Plaza, Room 3003
Dallas, Texas 75202

Ronald Binz*
Debra Berlyn
Competition Policy Institute
1156 15 th Street, N.W., Suite 520
Washington, D.C. 20005

Marilyn Showalter*
Richard Hemstad
William R. Gillis
Washington Utilities & Transportation Commission
1300 S. Evergreen Park Drive SW
Olympia, WA 98504-7250

Mark Cooper*
Director of Research
Consumer Federation of America
504 Highgate Terrace
Silver Spring, MD 20904

Lawrence E. Sarjeant*
Linda L. Kent
United States Telephone Association
1401 H Street, N.W., Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20005
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Betty D. Montgomery*
Duane W. Kuckey
Steven T. Nourse
Stephen M. Roersting*
Public Utilities Section
180 E. Broad Street, 7th Floor
Columbus, OR 43215

Janet Gail Besser*
James Connelly
W. Robert Keating
Paul B. Vasington
Eugene J. Sullivan, Jr.
Massachusetts Department of
Telecommunication and Energy
One South Station
Boston, MA 02110

Christopher J. Wilson*
Delia Reid Saba
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company
201 East Fourth Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Martin A. Corry*
AARP
601 ESt. N.W.
Washington, DC 20049

Mark C. Rosenblum*
Judy Sello
AT&T Corporation
295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Rachel J. Rothstein*
Brent M. Olson
Cable & Wireless USA, Inc.
8219 Leesburg Pike
Vienna, VA 22182

Rick D. Doy1e*
Doyle & Wright
384 N. Madison Avenue
Greenwood, IN 46142

Cynthia B. Miller*
Intergovernmental Counsel
State of Florida
Public Service Commission
Capital Circle Office Center
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Jonathan E. Canis*
Charles M. Oliver
Robert 1. Aamoth
Joan M. Griffin
Danny E. Adams
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
1200 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Brian Conboy*
Thomas Jones
Willkie Farr & Gallagher
Three Lafayette Centre
115521"1 Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Carol Ann Bishchoff*
Competitive Telecommunications Association
1900 M Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036

Gene C. Schaerr*
James P. Young
Sidley & Austin
1722 Eye Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Jonathan Askin*
Emily Williams
Association for Local Telecommunications Services
888 17th Street, N.W., Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20006

Michael Travieso*
National Association of State Utility Consumer
Advocates
8300 Colesville Road, Suite 101
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910
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Betty D. Montgomery*
Duane W. Luckey
Steven T. Nourse
Stephen M. Hoersting
Public Utilities Section
180 E. Broad Street, 7th Floor
Columbus, OH 43215

Andrew D. Lipman*
Tamar E. Finn
Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

Genevieve Morelli*
Paul F. Gallant
Qwest Communications Corporation
4250 N. Fairfax Drive
Arlington, VA 22203

Alan Buzacott*
MCI Worldcom, Inc.
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Herbert E. Marks*
Brian J. McHugh
Squire, Sanders & Dempsey, L.L.P.
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
P.O. Box 407
Washington, D.C. 20044

Gerard J. Duffy*
Blooston, Mordkofsky, Jackson & Dickens
2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20037
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Patricia Pao1etta*
William P. Hunt, III
Level 3 Communications, LLC
1025 Eldorado Blvd.
Broomfield, CO 80021

Charles D. Gray*
James Bradford Ramsay
National Association of Regulatory Utility
Commissioners
1101 Vermont Avenue, N.W., Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20006

Linda L. Oliver*
Hogan & Hartson L.L.P.
555 13th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

Mr. Michael Wilson*
Mr. John Mapes
Department of Commerce and Consumer Affairs
State of Hawaii
250 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Ray J. Riordan*
Small Company Committee of the Wisconsin State
Telecommunications Association
6602 Normandy Lane
Madison, WI 53719

National Rural Telecom Association*
Margot Smiley
Humphrey Koteen & Naftalin, L.L.P.
1150 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Suite 1000
Washington, D.C. 20036
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